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The opening two chapters of the Gospel of Luke provide a textured account of the events around 

































































































































Robbins (2008b, 81–102; 2009, 16–19) has more recently coined the terms “rhetography” and 
“rhetology” to refer to two modes of rhetoric in texts. These will be discussed here, even though 
their chronological emergence in the development of SRI came after the recognition of the five 
major rhetorical textures. I will begin by outlining some valuable contributions from cognitive 


































































Τὸ δὲ παιδίον ηὔξανεν καὶ ἐκραταιοῦτο 
πνεύµατι, καὶ ἦν ἐν ταῖς ἐρήµοις ἕως ἡµέρας 














progressive	texture.	The	layout	and	sequencing	of	the	table	contents	is	merely	intended	to	emphasise	the	clear	conceptual	parallels	between	the	narrative	units	of	the	two	juxtaposed	birth	and	infancy	narratives.	Unit	7	marks	a	highpoint	in	the	narrative	series	in	that	Jesus	is	honoured	as	Saviour,	Lord	and	Messiah	by	angels	to	shepherds	in	a	field (2:11). Narrative 























































































































































































































































































As I argue in the analysis that follows, the discourse of Luke’s narrative of John’s birth 
predominantly employs prophetic discourse, along with a lesser blend of elements of 
apocalyptic and wisdom discourse, against the backdrop of priestly rhetorolect created in 
the opening texture of narrative unit 1. This blend of rhetorolects employed by Luke in 
the narrative of John’s annunciation shows that John’s important role is to be that of a 













































Furthermore,	while	John	is	never	specifically	referred	to	as	“anointed”	in	Luke’s	writings,	the	close	connection	between	John	as	God’s	prophetic	herald	and	of	the	Lord	calls	to	mind	the	royal	and	priestly	messiahs	of	Qumran,	which	may	have	been	derived	from	the	messianic	prophecy	in	Zech	4:14	( ַויֹּאֶמר ֵאֶלּה ְשֵׁני ְבֵני־ַהִיְּצָהר ָהעְֹמִדים ַﬠל־ֲאדוֹן ָכּל־ָהָאֶרץ ).	The	similarities	between	the	priestly	and	prophetic	figure	of	Zechariah	in	the	Jewish	Scriptures	and	the	priestly	and	prophetic	figures	of	Zechariah	and	John	in	Luke’s	Gospel	(see	Luke	1:5)	suggest	the	possibility	of	Luke’s	portrayal	of	Zechariah	being	modelled	on	the	figure	of	Zechariah	of	the	Jewish	Scriptures.	It	highlights	the	striking	intertexture	between	the	two	characters	and	the	two	contexts	by	means	of	the	resulting	echo.	This	echo	from	the	Jewish	Scriptures	again	roots	John	deeply	in	the	faith	traditions	of	Israel,	and	hints	at	the	presence	of	prophetic	rhetorolect.	This	priestly	rhetorolect	grounds	John’s	later	ministry	in	both	the	prophetic	and	priestly	heritage	of	ancient	Israel.	
















Luke	then	proceeds	to	emphasise	the	religious	piety	of	this	priestly	couple.	In	Luke’s	words,	they	are	both	δίκαιοι . . . ἐναντίον τοῦ θεοῦ (1:6a).	Zechariah	and	Elizabeth	are	people	who	live ἐν πάσαις ταῖς ἐντολαῖς καὶ δικαιώµασιν τοῦ κυρίου (1:6b).	Bovon	(2002,	33,	note	19)	holds	that	the	wording	of	Luke’s	description	of	piety	in	1:6	mixes	idioms	typical	of	Luke’s	writing	style	with	idioms	from	the	LXX,	drawing	on	phrases	such	as,	αἱ ἐντολαὶ καὶ τὰ δικαιώµατα καὶ 
τὰ κρίµατα (Num	36:13); τὰ δικαιώµατα αὐτοῦ καὶ τὰς ἐντολὰς αὐτοῦ (Deut	4:40);	and	τὰς 




In	a	surprising	twist,	in	spite	of	their	piety,	they	had	no	children	(1:7a)	because	Elizabeth	was	στεῖρα	(1:7a)	and	she	and	Zechariah	were	ἀµφότεροι προβεβηκότες ἐν ταῖς ἡµέραις αὐτῶν 
ἦσαν	(1:7b).	The	intertexture	of	the	opening	texture	echoes	several	accounts	in	the	Jewish	Scriptures:	(1)	the	barrenness	of	Elizabeth	echoes	the	barrenness	of	Abraham	and	Sarah	(καὶ ἦν Σαρα στεῖρα καὶ οὐκ ἐτεκνοποίει	–	Gen	11:30	LXX);	(2)	Samson’s	mother	(καὶ ἡ γυνὴ 
αὐτοῦ στεῖρα καὶ οὐκ ἔτικτεν	–	Judg	13:2b	LXX),	and	(3)	Samuel’s	mother καὶ τῇ Αννα οὐκ ἦν 




















































































 58	The	GNT	verb	used	here	is	ἐταράχθη,	the	aorist	of	ταράσσω,	the	same	verb	used	in	the	LXX	to	describe	Daniel's	reaction	to	his	dream	(καὶ αἱ ὁράσεις τῆς κεφαλῆς µου ἐτάρασσόν µε	–	Dan	7:15	LXX	Theodotion),	bringing	into	consideration	a	further	strand	of	intertexture. 	59	See	§	3.3.1.4	for	my	discussion	of	the	repetitive	texture	that	the	angel’s	reply	of	µὴ φοβοῦ 




































































rhetorolects	of	his	annunciation	account.	The	overarching	result	of	the	argument	of	narrative	unit	1	is	that	John	is	ascribed	great	honour	in	his	ancestral	lineage,	annunciation,	and	promised	future	role	as	prophet	making	ready	a	people	prepared	for	the	Lord.	The	underlying	implied	rule	is	that	a	highly	honoured	prophet	would	be	a	fitting	herald	to	go	before	the	Lord	(1:17).	The	case	at	hand	becomes	clear	as	Luke’s	narrative	progresses.	His	initially	ambiguous	use	of	intertexture	with	Mal	3:1,	22–23	(LXX)	gives	way	to	a	more	overt	identification	of	Jesus	as	the	κύριος	before	whom	John	goes.	Luke’s	characterisation	of	Jesus	as	the κύριος	in	the	progressive	texture	of	his	infancy	narratives	is	discussed	in	greater	detail	in	my	analysis	of	the	Luke’s	narrative	of	the	birth	and	infancy	of	Jesus	in	chapter	4.	At	this	point	it	suffices	to	emphasise	John’s	important	role	as	the	one	who	will	go	before	the	Lord	(1:17),	and	the	subtle	echo	of	oral-scribal	intertexture	with	Malachi,	where	the	text	declares	that	the	prophetic	role	of	this	promised	figure	is	to	prepare	the	way	of	the	Lord	(Mal		3:1a	LXX).67	The	complexity	underlying	Luke’s	use	of	κύριος	here,	and	again	later	in	the	narrative	in	1:76,	ought	not	to	be	underestimated.	Since	Luke’s	implied	audience	appears	predominantly	to	be	Jewish	Christians,	purely	Jewish	sensibilities	may	not	be	at	play.	In	1:43	Elizabeth	has	already	addressed	Mary	as	ἡ µήτηρ τοῦ κυρίου µου.	In	that	context	κύριος	is	a	clear	reference	to	Jesus.	The	intertexture	with	Ps	110:1	LXX	allows	for	this	in	its	use	of	the	phrase,	Εἶπεν ὁ κύριος τῷ κυρίῳ µου.	The	fact	that	in	Luke	1:76,	John	is	identified	as	the	





























ὑποµενεῖ ἡµέραν εἰσόδου αὐτοῦ; ἢ τίς ὑποστήσεται ἐν τῇ ὀπτασίᾳ αὐτοῦ;),	and	the	message	of	Mal	3:22b	that	Elijah’s	coming	will	πρὶν ἐλθεῖν ἡµέραν κυρίου τὴν µεγάλην καὶ ἐπιφανῆ also deserves 
note in this regard.	These	echoes	strengthen	the	implication	that	the	birth	of	John	will	fulfil	the	prophetic	eschatological	hope	for	the	reappearance	of	the	prophet	Elijah	and	point	to	the	employment	of	prophetic	discourse	in	Luke’s	rhetoric,	especially	in	terms	of	the	end-time	references	to	proud	and	evil	people	being	burned	up	by	fire	(Mal	2:19).	Much	of	Mal	3:22–23	is	thus	recited	in	Luke	1:17.	Luke	takes	on	board	Malachi’s	metonymic	use	of	hearts	in	reference	to	“the	‘affections’	or	‘commitments’	of	the	fathers/ancestors”	(Parsons,	2015,	36).	Luke’s	additional	phrase,	καὶ ἀπειθεῖς ἐν φρονήσει δικαίων, does not appear to have 
a scriptural precedent but it provides a conceptual parallel to the preceding metonymic 
phrase,	using	a	parallelismus	membrorum,	in	the	style	so	typical	of	the	Psalms	and	other	expressions	of	Hebrew	poetry	(see	the	study	by	Gray,	1915,	37–83).	According to Johnson 
(1991, 33), the wording gives the sense that “as (hostile) fathers are turned to their children, 




rhetorolect in order to stress both the promised spiritual and social impact of John’s future 

















The	repetitive	texture	strengthens	the	rhetoric	in	this	way	as	Luke	sets	up	the	conceptual	kernels	that	will	be	developed	more	fully	later	in	his	gospel	(see	Robbins,	2009,	298).	The	reference	to	the	role	of	the	Spirit	in	John’s	life	also	pre-empts	Luke	3:16,	in	which	John	compares	his	ministry	to	that	of	the	one	who	is	to	succeed	him,	saying,	“I baptize you with 
water; but one who is more powerful than I is coming; I am not worthy to untie the thong 
of his sandals. He will baptize you with the Holy Spirit and fire” (Luke 3:16). These 












Furthermore,	Luke	anchors	his	narrative	in	Israelite	tradition	and	heritage	by	means	of	intertexture	with	Dan	8–10,	thereby	developing	a	recollection	and	teaching	motif.	The	reference	to	Gabriel’s	name	in	Luke	1:19	highlights	intertexture	between	Luke’s	account	and	Gabriel’s	self-introduction	in	Dan	8–10,	especially	with	respect	to	the	similar	µὴ φοβοῦ	greeting	used	in	Dan	10:12.	Rhetorically,	the	echo	from	Dan	10	highlights	the	angel’s	efforts	to	allay	Zechariah’s	fears.	In	Dan	8–10,	Gabriel’s	message	is	one	of	comfort	(Nolland,	1989,	32)	but	Luke’s	account	implies	an	element	of	reproach	in	Gabriel’s	self-identification.	It	emphasises	the	impropriety	of	Zechariah’s	disbelief.	Green	(1997,	73)	identifies	in	the	angel’s	words	to	Zechariah	evidence	of	a	“recollection”	motif	that	recurs	repeatedly	in	the	Jewish	Scriptures,	particularly	evident	in	the	etymology	of	Zechariah’s	name,	 ְזַכְרָיה ,	which	literally	means	“YHWH	remembers”.69		
There	is,	then,	even	in	the	use	of	Zechariah’s	name,	an	echo	of	encouragement.	The	angel	assures	Zechariah	that	his	prayer	has	been	heard,	and	that	his	wife	Elizabeth	will	give	birth	to	a	son	(Luke	1:13),	echoing	the	assurance	given	to	Daniel	that	his	prayers	(literally	“word”)	have	been	heard	(Dan	10:12	LXX).	Rhetorically,	these	echoes	emphasise	God’s	faithful	action	in	remembering,	firstly,	Zechariah	and	Elizabeth’s	own	personal	need	for	a	child	and,	secondly,	the	needs	of	Israel	expressed	in	the	prayers	of	the	assembled	group	of	praying	people	waiting	outside	the	temple	(Green,	1997,	73).	In	this	way,	in	the	annunciation	John	is	identified	with	a	biblical	hero	and	is	ascribed	honour	in	the	narrative.	










































































































As	he	develops	his	rhetology,	Luke	builds	his	case	for	an	authoritative	connection	between	John’s	annunciation	and	birth,	and	the	faith	and	religious	piety	of	the	people	of	Israel	that	will	be	an	outcome	of	his	ministry,	thereby	ascribing	honour	to	John	in	his	role	as	prophet.	Even	though	there	has	heretofore	been	no	mention	of	χριστός, as	part	of	the	overall	developing	ideological	texture,	Luke	demonstrates	John’s	authority	and	importance	as	a	fitting	herald	to	the	coming	of	the	χριστός, as will gradually become clear in the progressive 



















































































































The	royal	topos	used	in	1:69	speaks	of	a	κέρας σωτηρίας	who	is	raised	up	in	the	οἴκῳ Δαυίδ,	that	will	bring	about	transformed	reality.	The	reference	to	the	κέρας σωτηρίας	appears	to	be	a	direct	recitation	of	references	to	God	as	κέρας σωτηρίας	in	2	Sam	22:3	and	Ps	17:3	(LXX).	In	Ps	74:10	(LXX),	Jer	31:25	and	Zech	2:1–2,	κέρας	appears	to	refer	to	“strength”	or	to	“strong	entities”	and	this	might	explain	the	translation	of	κέρας σωτηρίας	as	“a mighty saviour”	in	the	NRSV.	Both	occurrences	of	κέρας σωτηρίας	in	the	Jewish	Scriptures	take	the	form	of	a	divine	title	connected	with	the	numerous	biblical	references	to	God	as	Saviour,	and	to	God’s	saving	acts	(see,	for	example,	Ps	3:8–9	LXX;	Isa	43:11;	45:21–22).	This	supports	an	argument	for	























It	would	also	not	be	surprising	for	σωτηρίαν ἐξ ἐχθρῶν ἡµῶν	to	be	intended	metaphorically	in	a	prophetic	oracle	the	likes	of	the	Benedictus.	If	Luke’s	rhetorical	strategy	in	the	Benedictus	manifests	a	purposeful	but	gradual	subordination	of	John	to	Jesus,	as	is	evident	in	the	progressive	texture	of	the	two	infancy	narratives,	it	would	make	sense	for	Luke	to	emphasise	Jesus	over	and	above	John	by	referring	first	to	the	κέρας σωτηρίας ἡµῖν ἐν οἴκῳ 







































 84	Luke	7:27a	is	a	fairly	accurate	recitation	of	Mal	3:1a	in	the	LXX,	which	reads,	ἰδοὺ ἐγὼ 















































Only	in	Luke	2	is	the	progressive	texture	developed	to	the	extent	that	Jesus	is	finally	referred	to	specifically	as	the	σωτὴρ ὅς ἐστιν χριστὸς κύριος.	For	Luke’s	audience,	this	point	would	have	reaffirmed	their	conviction	in	this	regard,	while	at	the	same	time	clarifying	the	respective	roles	of	John	and	Jesus.	As	Luke’s	narrative	of	the	birth	of	Jesus	unfolds	in	Luke	2,	it	becomes	increasingly	clear	that	John’s	role	has	been	to	prepare	the	way	for	Jesus,	and	the	implications	of	his	role	as	προφήτης ὑψίστου κληθήσῃ	who	will	be	ἑτοιµάσαι ὁδοὺς αὐτοῦ.		

















































We	first	encounter	Mary	on	the	occasion	of	her	angelic	visitation,	which	takes	place	in	the	little-known	town	of	Nazareth.	This	is	in	stark	contrast	with	Zechariah’s	angelic	visitation,	which	had	taken	place	in	the	Jerusalem	Temple.	In	the	case	of	John’s	parents,	their	priestly	ancestry	is	narrated	in	detail,	but	in	the	case	of	Jesus,	the	text	is	silent	regarding	the	social	and	economic	location	of	Mary’s	family	of	origin.	In	the	world	of	the	text,	Mary	is	an	unwed	mother	and,	by	implication,	her	baby	will	be	illegitimate,	and	therefore,	she	has	great	shame.	These	observations	suggest	that	John’s	parents	are,	in	fact,	ascribed	greater	honour	than	Mary.	Paradoxically,	perhaps,	Mary	is	not	without	honour.	The	reader	soon	encounters	Elizabeth	being	subordinated	to	Mary	in	the	world	of	the	text	by	way	of	Elizabeth’s	greeting	to	Mary,	addressing	her	as	ἡ µήτηρ τοῦ κυρίου µου.	The	stress	on	the	lowly	circumstances	of	Mary’s	angelophany	and	her	unwed	status	is	somewhat	rhetorically	tempered	by	the	honour	ascribed	to	her	in	the	words	of	the	angelic	greeting:	χαῖρε, 
κεχαριτωµένη, ὁ κύριος µετὰ σοῦ.	She	is	graced	by	the	presence	of	the	Lord.	Thus,	although	at	the	start	of	the	narrative	she	is	a	person	of	low	ascribed	honour,	as	the	narrative	progresses,	the	degree	of	honour	ascribed	to	her	increases	and,	it	would	seem,	that	of	Elizabeth	decreases	by	relative	degree.	












Chronological	setting	“In	the	sixth	month”	(Ἐν δὲ τῷ µηνὶ τῷ ἕκτῳ	–1:26)	
Recipient	of	the	visitation	is	introduced	“There	was	a	priest	named	Zechariah”	(ἱερεύς τις ὀνόµατι Ζαχαρίας –	1:5)	

















Whereas	the	account	of	the	angel’s	annunciation	to	Zechariah	in	the	temple	uses	rhetography	to	emphasise	the	events	taking	place	in	the	temple,	in	the	case	of	Jesus,	Luke	appears	to	have	changed	rhetorical	tack.	This	time	he	provides	almost	no	rhetographic	description	of	the	geophysical	setting.	All	the	reader	is	told	is	that	(1)	the	angel	appears	to	Mary	who	lives	in	the	Galilean	town	of	Nazareth;	(2)	that	Elizabeth	is	in	her	sixth	month	of	her	pregnancy;	and	(3)	that	Mary	is	a	παρθένον engaged	to	Joseph,	ἐξ οἴκου Δαυίδ	(1:27).	That	being	said,	however,	rhetography	is	still	prominent	in	aspects	such	as	references	to:	ἐν 
γαστρὶ,	τὸν θρόνον Δαυὶδ,	τὸν οἶκον Ἰακὼβ, and πνεῦµα ἅγιον ἐπελεύσεται ἐπὶ σὲ, rhetorically 
















As	a	sign	attesting	to	the	reliability	of	his	message,	the	angel	tells	Mary	of	the	miraculous	conception	of	her	relative,	Elizabeth.	He	begins	with	the	words	καὶ ἰδοὺ,	manifesting	repetitive	texture	with	the	parallel	portion	in	1:20,	where	the	angel	metes	out	punishment	to	Zechariah	as	a	consequence	for	his	disbelief.	In	1:36	the	angel’s	promise	is	fulfilled.	Elizabeth	has	conceived	as	promised.	Luke	stresses	the	uniqueness	of	Elizabeth’s	conception	by	using	the	third	person	feminine	pronoun	αὐτῇ as	the	subject	of	συνείληφεν.	He	achieves	added	emphasis	by	using	the	feminine	personal	pronoun	a	total	of	three	times	in	reference	to	Elizabeth	in	the	same	sentence	(αὐτὴ . . . αὐτῆς . . . αὐτῇ –	1:36),	again	manifesting	repetitive	texture.		
Once	again,	as	in	the	juxtaposed	birth	narrative	of	John,	Luke	the	omniscient	implied	author	knows	Mary’s	inner	thoughts.	He	tells	of	her	agitation	at	the	nature	of	the	angelic	greeting.	She	is	said	to	ponder	on	what	was	meant	by	the	angel	addressing	her	as	κεχαριτωµένη,	and	his	assurance	of	God’s	presence	in	her	life	(1:28–29).	In	a	similar	vein,	but	with	a	more	positive	connotation,	in	Luke	2:19	the	author	says	that	Mary	values	the	memory	of	the	words	of	affirmation	spoken	by	the	angel	and	shepherds	regarding	her	son,	and	that	she	ponders	them	in	her	heart.	Luke	is	here	using	a	form	of	the	word	συµβάλλω,	a	verb	functioning	in	the	same	semantic	field	as	the	form	of	διαλογίζοµαι,	used	of	Mary’s	ponderings	in	1:29.	This	communication	in	the	zone	of	emotion-fused	thought	suggests	Luke’s	interest	in	the	internal	thought-worlds	of	his	characters.	As	concluded	in	respect	of	the	infancy	narrative	of	John,	Luke’s	rhetorical	intention	appears	to	be	to	stress	and	emphasise	the	need	for	readers	to	read	carefully	and	to	take	note	of	hidden	details	such	as	progressive	texture	and	implied	argument	in	the	development	of	the	narrative.	
























In	narrative	unit	2,	the	angel	takes	the	promise	further,	asserting	that	Jesus	will	be	ἅγιον and	will	be	called	υἱὸς θεοῦ	(1:35b).	In	the	view	of	Marshall	(1978,	71)	the	text	suggests	that	the	emphasis	on	the	holiness	of	Jesus	may	be	related	to	the	role	of	the	Holy	Spirit	in	his	conception.	He	holds	that	“the	child	will	be	holy	as	the	bearer	of	the	Spirit”,	but	he	highlights	that	the	main	point	of	the	angel’s	description	is	that	Jesus	will	be	the	υἱὸς θεοῦ,	“in	its	true	sense	as	one	begotten	by	God”	(Marshall	1978,	71).	The	background	to	the	angel’s	statement	about	the	role	of	the	Spirit	in	Mary’s	conception	(πνεῦµα ἅγιον ἐπελεύσεται ἐπὶ σὲ 
καὶ δύναµις ὑψίστου ἐπισκιάσει σοι	–	1:35)	could	possibly	manifest	oral-scribal	intertexture	with	Isa	32:15a	in	the	LXX	(ἕως ἂν ἐπέλθῃ ἐφ᾽ ὑµᾶς πνεῦµα ἀφ᾽ ὑψηλοῦ).	I	do	not	think	Marshall	is	correct	in	his	view	that	Jesus	is	proclaimed	as	υἱὸς θεοῦ,	“in	its	true	sense	as	one	begotten	by	God”	(Marshall	1978,	71).	Marshall	appears	to	be	reading	later	Christian	dogma	retrospectively	into	the	text.	Although	the	Holy	Spirit	is	the	agent	in	the	process	of	conception	in	Luke’s	narrative,	a	consideration	of	the	Isaiah	intertext	suggests	that	it	is	improbable	that	the	word	ἐπελεύσεται	in	1:35	“is	used	as	a	euphemism	for	sexual	intercourse”,	as	suggested	by	Marshall	(1978,	70).	It	is	more	likely	that,	at	the	time	of	writing,	Luke	was	speaking	metaphorically	of	the	actions	of	the	Holy	Spirit. In	my	earlier	SRI	analysis	of	the	birth	narrative	of	John,	I	concluded	that	the	prominent	place	given	to	the	role	of	the	Holy	Spirit	manifests	prophetic	rhetorolect	(see	§	3.2.3.3).	The	prominence	given	to	the	Holy	Spirit	in	the	birth	of	Jesus	again	suggests	the	presence	of	prophetic	rhetorolect.	This	is	probably	also	the	case	in	respect	of	the	narrative	of	Jesus’	infancy. 
4.2.2.4	Repeated	application	of	royal	topoi	








Zechariah	declares,	probably	with	reference	to	Jesus	in	the	Benedictus,	that	God	has	raised	up	a	κέρας σωτηρίας in	the	οἴκῳ Δαυὶδ παιδὸς αὐτοῦ;	in	2:4,	where	Luke	emphasises	that	Joseph	is	a	descendant	of	David;		and	in	2:11where	Luke	emphasises	that	Bethlehem	is	the	
πόλει Δαυίδ.	The	reason	given	for	the	trip	to	Bethlehem	(2:1–5)	is	that,	as	a	descendant	from	the	οἴκου καὶ πατριᾶς Δαυίδ,	Joseph	is	required	to	register	for	the	Emperor’s	census	in	Bethlehem.	In	2:11,	the	progressive	texture	on	the	theme	of	honour	ascribed	to	Jesus	escalates	with	the	angel’s	declaration	to	shepherds	in	a	field	that	on	that	very	day,	a	σωτήρ	has	been	born	ἐν πόλει Δαυίδ,	one	who	is	χριστὸς κύριος.	These	repeated	royal	topoi	create	repetitive	texture	that	emphasise	the	royal	descent,	nature	and	function	of	Jesus.	
The	use	of	υἱὸς θεοῦ	in	1:35b	reaffirms	the	royal	nature	of	Mary’s	promised	son,	who	has	already	been	referred	to	as	the	υἱὸς ὑψίστου,	the	one who	will	be	given	the	throne	of	his	ancestor	David	(1:32).	Marshall	(1978,	68)	observes	that	in	the	words	of	1:32	“the	Lord	God	will	give	to	[Jesus]	the	throne	of	his	ancestor	David”,	Luke	is	developing	the	status	of	Mary’s	son	“in	terms	of	accession	to	the	throne	of	David	his	father”.	The	fact	that	this	reference	manifests	repetitive	texture	with	other	parts	of	Luke	1	and	2	supports	Marshall’s	observation	in	this	regard.	Luke	repeatedly	emphasises	Jesus’	descent	from	David.	Conceptually,	this	repeats	a	point	made	in	the	opening	texture	in	1:26–27,	where	Mary	is	described	as	“engaged	to	a	man	whose	name	was	Joseph,	of	the	house	of	David”	(Luke	1:27).  
In	the	progressive	texture	of	his	narrative,	Luke’s	implied	rhetology	is	being	developed	to	declare	Jesus’	royal	descent.	The	angel	makes	startling	declarations	concerning	the	royalty	of	Jesus	that	are	never	applied	to	John.	Marshall	(1978,	67)	maintains	that	the	title	υἱὸς 
ὑψίστου	in	1:32	“is	more	than	a	name;	it	indicates	the	true	being	of	the	person	so	called.”	Conceptually,	the	title	is	equivalent	to	the	more	common	υἱὸς θεοῦ of	1:35.	Although	the	angel	is	not	yet	using	the	title	ὁ χριστός,	the	royal	titles	applied	to	Jesus	by	the	angel	reinforce	Luke’s	unfolding	rhetology	in	the	progressive	texture,	as	he	builds	his	narrational	case	for	the	messianic	role	and	nature	of	Jesus.	Gabriel	concludes	the	promise	by	assuring	Mary	that	her	future	son	will	rule	over	the	house	of	Jacob	for	ever.	As	I	seek	to	demonstrate	in	this	chapter,	1:32–35	blends	together	various	textures	and	rhetorolects.	The	titles	υἱὸς 
θεοῦ	and	υἱὸς ὑψίστου	also	anchor	the	account	within	the	broader	narrative	of	Luke-Acts:		
• In	1:69,	Zechariah’s	doxology	celebrates	Jesus’	promised	birth	as	a	κέρας σωτηρίας	raised	up	in	the	house	of	David.	

















































 100	In	this	context	it	is	interesting	to	note	that	the	term	κύριος,	for	example,	had	generally	been	used	in	the	Graeco-Roman	world	to	refer	to	one’s	benefactor	or	patron.	This	had	led	to	its	specific	use	in	respect	of	Emperor	Augustus.	The	KMB	(1197.1.15)	provides	an	example	from	an	ancient	Egyptian	Greek	text	circa	12	C.E.	that	refers	to	the	Emperor	Augustus	in	divine	terms:	θεός καὶ κύριος 
καίσαρ αὐτοκράτορ,	as	does	a	reference	from	the	Oxyrhynchus	Papyri	(8.1143)	that	speaks	of	σπονδὰς 
















through	the	εἰρήνη	of	Bethlehem,	the	triumphal	entry,	and	the	νική	and	σωτηρία	that	follow	from	the	birth	of	the	child	from	the	virgin,	and	from	his	death	and	resurrection.	Theophilus	can	thus	know	‘the	security	(τὴν ἀσφάλειαν)	regarding	the	discourses	of	his	catechesis	(περὶ ὧν κατηχήθης λόγων)’	(Brent,	1997,	438).		
 Brent	argues	convincingly	that	Luke’s	portrayal	of	the	birth	of	Jesus	in	royal	terms,	that	is,	as	the	σωτήρ	bringing	peace	to	the	world,	comprises	a	purposeful	framing	of	these	events	as	the	eschatological	fulfilment	of	Jewish	hopes.	According	to	Brent	(1997,	413–414),	 
Luke’s	solution	was	to	encourage	them	to	see	Christianity	as	the	fulfilment	of	Judaism	which	paralleled	Augustus’	fulfilment	of	that	to	which	the	religious	practices	of	Republican	magistrates	had	aspired,	namely	the	divine	pax	in	both	nature	and	society.	The	Order	of	the	Christian	community,	constituted	by	the	apostolate	whose	κοινωνία	continued	the	teaching	and	healing	ministry	of	Jesus	along	with	the	breaking	of	bread	(Acts	2:42),	was	the	true	means	of	producing	the	








the	story	of	a	subgroup	of	people	in	an	extended	prose	narrative	written	by	a	member	of	the	group	who	follows	the	group’s	own	traditions	but	Hellenizes	them	in	an	effort	to	establish	the	identity	of	the	group	within	the	setting	of	the	larger	world.	(Sterling,	1992,	17)	According	to	Sterling	(1992,	17),	authors	of	apologetic	historiography	saw	their	communities	as	subgroups	of	wider	society:	The	writing	of	their	narratives	was	motivated	by	a	desire	to	“provide	them	with	a	definition	of	who	they	were	–	a	definition	which	must	have	struck	them	as	new	and	difficult	if	they	heard	what	was	being	said.”	In	terms	of	the	views	of	Brent	and	Sterling,	then,	Luke’s	declaration	of	Jesus	being	born	as	υἱὸς ὑψίστου, υἱὸς 



















Although	the	royal	topoi	discussed	in	the	previous	paragraphs	provide	the	main	framework	for	making	sense	of	the	angel’s	application	of	the	υἱὸς ὑψίστου	(1:32)	and	υἱὸς θεοῦ	(1:35)	titles	to	Jesus,	it	would	be	wrong	to	ignore	the	fact	that	the	cultural	intertexture	also	implies	the	use	of	metaphor,	expressed	in	the	subtle	deployment	of	wisdom	rhetorolect.	According	to	Robbins	(2009,	xxix–xxx,	109),	the	household,	with	its	real-life	experience	of	family	life	and	parenting,	provides	the	impetus	for	firstspace	conceptualisation	of	wisdom	rhetorolect.	Gabriel’s	declaration	that	Mary’s	son	is	to	be	called	υἱὸς ὑψίστου	and	υἱὸς θεοῦ	implies	this	experiential	background,	while	manifesting	the	secondspace	conceptualisation	of	God	as	Father-Creator	and	of	Jesus	as	God’s	metaphorical	son.	The	metaphor	is	extended	in	1:35	in	Gabriel’s	promise	that	the	Holy	Spirit	will	“come	upon”	Mary	and	that	she	will	be	overshadowed	by	“the	power	of	the	Most	High”.		






























































Psalm	2:6–7	uses	sonship	language	in	reference	to	the	king	of	Israel,	who	has	been	set	upon	Zion,	God’s	holy	hill.	According	to	1:7b,	God	declares	the	king	to	be	God’s	son,	begotten	of	God	(Ps	2:7b	LXX).	Admittedly,	the	only	connection	between	Ps	2	and	Luke	1:35	is	the	use	of	the	word	“son”,	but	the	psalm	does	point	to	an	early	understanding	of	royal	sonship	in	the	Jewish	Scriptures.	Similarly,	the	royal	sonship	of	Ps	89	is	likely	to	have	played	a	role	in	the	development	of	messianic	thought	in	post-exilic	Judaism	and	early	Christianity.	Written	in	a	royal	context,	these	verses	contain	references	to	anointing	(ἔχρισα αὐτόν	–	Ps	88:	21	LXX),	divine	fatherhood	and	sonship	(Πατήρ µου εἶ σύ, θεός µου καὶ ἀντιλήµπτωρ τῆς σωτηρίας 
µου	–	Ps	88:27b	LXX),	and	eternal	rule	(καὶ θήσοµαι εἰς τὸν αἰῶνα τοῦ αἰῶνος τὸ σπέρµα αὐτοῦ 











On the basis of this evidence, I suggest that the royal psalms of the Jewish Scriptures 
served as source material for Luke, at least on a conceptual level, as he reconfigures the 
royal titles in reference to Jesus. In practice, this reconfiguration is likely to have taken 
place via the broader influences shaping post-exilic eschatology and rising messianic 
hopes. These influences seem then also to have shaped Luke’s writing, especially in 


















































Royal	sonship	language	with	a	messianic	referent	is	also	reflected	in	other	Jewish	writings	from	the	Second	Temple	Period.	These	texts	are	likely	to	have	been	influenced	predominantly	by	Jewish Scriptures	using	royal	sonship	language	(see,	for	example,	Pss 2; 























































When	Mary	enters	Elizabeth’s	home,	the	movement	of	John	in	utero	acknowledges	the	entry	of	the	woman	who	will	be	the	mother	of	Jesus	(ἡ µήτηρ τοῦ κυρίου µου – 1:43),	ascribing	her	honour.	The	juxtaposition	of	the	two	annunciation	narratives	highlights	a	further	contrast,	this	time	between	Elizabeth’s	affirmation	of	Mary	in	1:42	and	Gabriel’s	rebuke	of	Zechariah	in	1:9–20.	The	narrative	of	John’s	annunciation	suggests	an	implied	rhetorical	critique	of	Zechariah’s	disbelief	as	one	called	and	set	apart	to	serve	as	a	priest	in	the	service	of	God.	This	is	contrasted	with	Elizabeth’s	affirmation	of	Mary	for	her	belief,	calling	her	µακαρία ἡ πιστεύσασα (1:45).	In	the	ancient	Mediterranean	cultural	milieu,	belief	and	faith	were	related	to	the	values	of	reliability,	personal	loyalty	and	commitment,	rather	than	intellectual	assent.	Faith	was	understood	to	be	a	social	bond	that	forged	relationships	of	trust	and	allegiance	(Malina	and	Rohrbaugh,	2003,	359;	Malina,	2016a,	67–70).	Mary	is	being	commended	for	her	trust	in	the	reliability	of	the	angel’s	promise,	and	she	herself	models	such	attitudes	of	loyalty	and	commitment	in	her	response	to	the	angel.		





Elizabeth’s	reference	to	Mary	as ἡ µήτηρ τοῦ κυρίου µου (1:43) mentioned above is 



















God	has	taken	note	(ἐπέβλεψεν)	of	her	humble	state	reconfigures	Elizabeth’s	statement	that	God	has	“looked	favourably	on	[her]	(ἐπεῖδεν)	and	[has	taken]	away	the	disgrace	[she	had]	endured	among	[her]	people”	(1:25);	(3)	Mary’s	statement	in	1:48b	that	future	generations	will	regard	her	as	blessed	(µακαριοῦσίν)	reconfigures	Elizabeth’s	words	to	her	declaring	her	to	be	blessed	(µακαρία)	for	having	believed	in	the	fulfilment	of	the	Lord’s	promise	to	her;	(4)	Mary’s	declaration	in	1:49	that	the	Mighty	One	has	done	great	things	for	her	“uses,	reconfigures,	and	embellishes”	(Robbins,	2016b,	44)	the	language	of	Gabriel	when	he	spoke	to	her	of	the	δύναµις ὑψίστου	(1:35);	and	(5)	Mary’s	statement	in	1:54–55	that	God	has	helped	his	servant	Israel	as	an	act	of	merciful	faithfulness	to	the	Abrahamic	covenant	and	his	descendants	εἰς τὸν αἰῶνα reconfigures	Gabriel’s	statement	to	her	in	1:32–33	regarding	











• The	reference	to	Mary’s	addressing	of	God	as	her	σωτήρ	in	1:47	(τῷ θεῷ τῷ σωτῆρί 
µου)	is	pivotal	to	the	message	of	the	Magnificat.	Repetitive	texture	connects	the	concept	of	God’s	salvation	with	the	following:	(1)	the	emphasis	on	salvation	expressed	in	God	having	raised	up	a	κέρας σωτηρίας	(1:69);	(2)	the	fulfilment	of	God’s	promises	to	save	his	people	from	their	enemies	(1:71);	(3)	the	implication	of	the	message	of	the	Benedictus	that	John’s	role	is	to	prepare	the	way	for	Jesus,	making	God’s	salvation	known	to	his	people	(1:77);	(4)	the	angel’s	declaration	to	the	shepherds	that	the	birth	of	Jesus	in	the	city	of	David	is	the	birth	of	a	σωτὴρ ὅς ἐστιν 







• In	1:48,	Mary	states	that	she	will	be	regarded	as	blessed	(µακαριοῦσιν)	by	future	generations,	creating	a	parallel	with	the	affirmation	expressed	to	her	by	Elizabeth	in	1:45	(µακαρία ἡ πιστεύσασα),	mentioned	in	§	4.3.1.2	above.	
• The	term	ὁ δυνατός	with	reference	to	God	in	1:49	echoes	the	reference	to	δύναµις	of	the	Most	High	in	1:35.	In	1:37,	the	antithesis	of	δύναµις	is	encountered	in	the	statement	that	“nothing	will	be	impossible	(ἀδυνατήσει)	with	God.”	
• Verse	49	refers	to	God	having	done	great	things	(µεγάλα)	for	Mary.	This	repeats	a	theme	evident	in	1:15,	where	the	angel	promises	that	John	will	be	great	(µέγας)	before	the	Lord.	In	a	similar	angelic	promise	to	Mary,	in	1:32	Gabriel	has	promised	that	Jesus	will	be	great	(µέγας)	in	the	sight	of	God.	The	overall	impact	of	this	repetitive	texture	is	an	emphasis	on	God’s	great	power	at	work	in	both	the	birth	of	John	and	of	Jesus.	
• The	reference	to	the	holiness	of	God’s	name	in	1:49	(ἅγιον τὸ ὄνοµα αὐτοῦ)	echoes	the	angel’s	earlier	promise	that	Mary’s	son	will	be	the	“holy	one”	(ἅγιον	–	1:35),	making	a	theological	connection	between	the	character	of	Jesus	and	the	character	of	God.	Luke	hereby	ascribes	a	great	deal	of	honour	to	Jesus.	





































• The	metaphorical	use	of	the	verb	µεγαλύνω	in	the	phrase	Μεγαλύνει ἡ ψυχή µου	(1:46)	and	the	use	of	the	verb	ἀγαλλιάω	in	the	phrase	ἠγαλλίασεν τὸ πνεῦµά µου	(1:47),	suggest	that	Mary	is	expressing	her	gratitude	for	the	gracious	actions	of	God	in	her	life	in	the	zones	of	self-expressive	speech	and	emotion-fused	thought.		
• Such	verbs	used	in	the	Magnificat	express	affection,	favour	and	goodwill.	Verse	48	states	that	future	generations	will	regard	Mary	as	blessed	because,	as	stated	in	1:50,	(divine)	mercy	is	extended	to	those	who	fear	God.	In	1:54	we	learn	that	God’s	mercy	toward	Mary	has	been	remembered.	The	metaphorical	reference	to	God	having	
scattered	those	who	are	“proud	in	the	thoughts	of	their	hearts”	(1:51),	declares	God’s	judgement	upon	self-serving	and	haughty	people.	All	these	elements	are	expressed	in	the	zone	of	emotion-fused	thought.	
• Mary’s	doxology	also	metaphorically	uses	verbs	and	nouns	that	relate	to	organs	and	activities	of	the	body.	These	metaphors	can	be	identified,	for	example,	in	metaphorical	and	anthropomorphic	references	to	the	works	of	God,	expressed	in	the	zone	of	purposeful	action.	In	1:49,	the	Mighty	One	is	said	to	have	done	great	things	for	Mary.	The	reference	to	God	as	ὁ δυνατός	is	not	in	and	of	itself	a	metaphor,	but	the	metaphoric	aspect	can	be	discerned	in	1:51	in	the	reference	to	ἐν βραχίονι 






















Magnificat.	The	second	part	of	Luke	1:49,	ascribing	holiness	to	God’s	name	(ἅγιον τὸ ὄνοµα)	implies	reference	to	God’s	exalted	name	and	echoes	the	same	idea	expressed	in	Pss	98:3	LXX	(τῷ ὀνόµατί	.	.	.	ἅγιόν ἐστιν)	and	103:1	(τὸ ὄνοµα τὸ ἅγιον αὐτοῦ).	The	parallel	concepts	of	
ἅγιος	(Luke	1:49)	and	τοῖς φοβουµένοις αὐτόν	(1:50)	in	the	Magnificat,	echo	a	similar	parallel	in	Ps	110:9	LXX	(ἅγιον καὶ φοβερὸν τὸ ὄνοµα αὐτοῦ).	The	idea	of	God’s	ἔλεος resting	upon	τοῖς 
 
 





φοβουµένοις αὐτόν	expressed	in	Luke	1:50	echoes	Ps	102:17	LXX	(τὸ δὲ ἔλεος τοῦ κυρίου .	.	. ἐπὶ 
τοὺς φοβουµένους αὐτόν).	The	phrase	εἰς γενεὰς καὶ γενεάς	in	1:50	echoes	εἰς γενεὰν καὶ γενεά	in	Ps	48:12	LXX	and	ἐν γενεᾷ καὶ γενεᾷ	in	Ps	89:1	LXX,	although	the	Magnificat	departs	from	the	exact	LXX	wording	in	both	instances.121 	
Luke	appears	to	be	placing	Mary	in	the	Jewish	Scriptural	tradition	of	barren	women	singing	praise	to	God	in	response	to	miraculous	conception.	But	can	the	same	be	said	in	respect	of	accounts	of	virgins	in	the	Jewish	Scriptures?	Robbins	(1996b,	48–54)	has	presented	a	case	for	an	alternative	reading	of	the	relevant	intertexture	of	the	Magnificat	since,	as	a	strategy,	SRI	intentionally	leaves	no	stone	unturned	in	its	analysis.	Robbins	introduces	the	topic	of	a	selective	canon.	He	suggests	that	vested	interest	sometimes	leads	interpreters	to	limit	their	selection	of	potential	intertexture	to	texts	that	are	“positive”,	ignoring	more	negative	possibilities.	In	his	view,	this	amounts	to	a	“canon	within	a	canon”	bias	(Robbins,	1996b,	48–54).	Robbins	would	probably	argue	that	the	examples	of	intertexture	I	have	highlighted	thus	far	manifest	just	such	a	degree	of	bias	towards	texts	that	reinforce	a	positive	reading	of	the	Magnificat.	He	suggests	that	more	“negative”	text	portions	be	included	for	consideration	in	the	analysis.	Robbins	(1996b,	54)	suggests	that	
the	virgin	Mary	refers	to	“her”	humiliation	in	Luke	1:48a,	not	Elizabeth’s.	Mary’s	“low	estate,”	as	it	is	often	translated,	results	from	conception	outside	of	marriage,	not	absence	of	conception	within	marriage.	Mary’s	rationale	for	praising	God	is	that	God	has	shown	special	regard	for	the	pregnancy	that	was	forced	upon	her.	Considering	Mary’s	reference	in	Luke	1:48	to	the	Lord	having	had	regard	for	τὴν ταπείνωσιν 
τῆς δούλης αὐτοῦ, Robbins	(1996b,	52–54)	takes	his	cue	from	the	work	of	Schaberg	(1987,	1992)	by	turning	his	attention	to	accounts	in	the	Jewish	Scriptures	of	sexually	dishonoured	women.	He	reminds	his	readers	of	Deut	22:23–24,	which	specifically	addresses	situations	involving	betrothed	women	who	have	been	dishonoured.	According	to	the	Deuteronomy	text,	in	the	case	of	a	παρθένος	“engaged	to	be	married”	(µεµνηστευµένη)	to	an	ἀνδρί,	being	found	to	have	lain	with	an	ἄνθρωπος	in	a	city,	the	two	are	to	be	taken	beyond	the	city	gates	and	stoned	to	death.	The	woman	is	to	be	punished	“because	she	did	not	cry	for	help	in	the	town”,	in	spite	of	the	fact	that	the	man	“violated	(ἐταπείνωσεν)	his	neighbour’s	wife”	(Deut	22:23–24).	The	Lukan	account	has	several	similarities:	The	language	of	virgin,	betrothal,	
 
 


















































































































terms	of	their	human	and	divine	implications,	as	discussed	above.	He	now	recounts	the	actual	birth	of	Jesus,	using	no	more	than	thirty-six	words	in	total.	In	the	process,	he	further	develops	the	emphasis	on	the	space-time	reality	of	the	birth	of	Jesus.	In	spite	of	Jesus	having	been	proclaimed	as	υἱὸς ὑψίστου	and	υἱὸς θεοῦ	and	that	he	will	be	given	the	θρόνον Δαυὶδ τοῦ 
πατρὸς αὐτοῦ in 1:32–35,	his	birth	is	marked	by	the	normality	of	the	everyday	life	of	people	living	in	a	small	Judean	town	where	rural	conditions	prevail.		
In	part,	Luke	achieves	this	by	means	of	the	rhetography	of	this	brief	section.	He	explains	in	2:7b	that,	since	no	accommodation	is	available	in	the	κατάλυµα,	he	ends	up	being	born,	by	implication,	in	an	animal	shelter	and	laid	in	a	φάτνῃ.	King	(2009,	67–69)	argues	that	a	
κατάλυµα	would	have	been	understood	by	Luke’s	readers	to	have	referred	to	an	“inn”,	since	this	would	have	been	consistent	with	the	use	of	κατάλυµα in the LXX.	He	argues	that	this	reading	is	also	then	likely	to	have	been	congruent	with	a	central	point	of	Luke’s	narrative	of	the	birth	of	Jesus,	that	is,	that	God	is	able	to	overcome	human	obstacles	to	facilitate	the	fulfilment	of	divine	purpose.	Nolland	(1989,	105)	discusses	the	flexible	nature	of	the	noun	
κατάλυµα.	He	takes	Luke’s	text	to	imply	that	it	was	the	baby	that	could	not	be	accommodated	in	the	κατάλυµα,	which,	he	argues,	best	refers	to	“the	living	quarters	provided	by	a	single-roomed	Palestinian	home	in	which	hospitality	has	been	extended	to	Mary	and	Joseph”	(Nolland,	1989,	105).	The	narrative	then	implies	that	because	of	the	extra	new	born	baby,	the	family	has	to	be	accommodated	in	an	outside	shelter,	possibly	along	with	the	domestic	animals	that	would	have	been	fed	from	the	φάτνη.	Luke’s	reference	to	the	baby	being	laid	in	a	φάτνη	contributes	to	the	rhetography	of	the	passage	by	way	of	its	implication	of	space	and	context	that	form	part	of	everyday	life	in	the	ancient	Mediterranean	rural	world.	The	reference	hints	at	the	feeding	of	domestic	farm	animals,	implying	that	the	baby	is	accommodated	in	a	rough	and	ready	animal	shelter,	calling	to	mind	images	of	the	sounds	and	smell	of	goats,	sheep	and	cattle.		




































of	the	δόξα κυρίου	to	the	shepherds	in	a	field	(2:9)	provides	an	important	contrast	for	Luke	with	the	respect	he	assigns	to	the	temple,	and	especially	to	the	Holy	Place,	so	central	to	the	opening	texture	of	his	narrative	in	1:5–23,	and	to	the	temple	in	the	closing	texture	of	2:22–40.	In	the	view	of	Green	(1997,	131),	“God’s	glory,	normally	associated	with	the	temple,	is	now	manifest	on	a	farm!	.	.	.	At	the	birth	of	his	son,	God	has	compromised	(in	a	proleptic	way)	the	socio-religious	importance	of	the	temple	as	the	culture	[sic]	center	of	the	world	of	Israel.”	This	shift	away	from	temple	to	the	surrounding	world	goes	hand	in	hand	with	the	angelic	proclamation	to	the	shepherds	that	the	coming	of	Jesus	is	good	news	for	all	the	people	(2:10),	and	with	the	account	of	Simeon	recognition	that	in	Jesus	he	has	witnessed	God’s	salvation	“prepared	in	the	presence	of	πάντων τῶν λαῶν, φῶς εἰς ἀποκάλυψιν ἐθνῶν”	(2:31b–32a)	discussed	in	§	4.7.2	below.	This	universal	implication	of	the	ministry	of	Jesus	is	an	important	theme	in	Luke-Acts,	evident,	for	example,	in	Christ’s	ancestry	being	traced	back	to	Adam	(Luke	3:23–37);	positive	references	to	Samaritans	(Luke	9:51–55;	10:30–37;	17:11–19);	the	positive	place	given	to	women	in	Luke’s	Gospel	(for	example,	Luke	8:1–3;	10:38–42);	and	the	mission	to	the	Samaritans	and	Gentiles	described	in	the	Book	of	Acts.	God’s	glorious	actions	are	not	limited	to	the	temple	and,	as	will	progressively	become	clear	in	Luke-Acts,	nor	are	God’s	saving	actions	limited	to	the	people	of	God.	
The	account	of	the	angel	of	the	Lord	giving	honour	to	Jesus	in	his	declaration	to	the	shepherds	appeals	once	again	to	the	familiar	social	and	cultural	topos	of	honour-shame	(see	Robbins,	2009,	xxix),	by	means	of	the	application	of	a	royal	topos	to	Jesus.	In	the	world	of	the	text,	the	angel	declares	Jesus,	who	was	born	in	the	city	of	David,	as	σωτὴρ ὅς ἐστιν χριστὸς 










The	statement	of	the	angel	of	the	Lord	in	Luke	2:11,	that	Jesus	has	been	ἐτέχθη ὑµῖν σήµερον . 
. . ἐν πόλει Δαυίδ,	echoes	earlier	statements,	thereby	contributing	to	the	repetitive	texture	of	the	Lukan	infancy	narratives:	(1)	in	1:32	the	angel	promises	that	God	will	give	to	Jesus	the	
θρόνον Δαυὶδ τοῦ πατρὸς αὐτοῦ;	(2)	Zechariah’s	doxology	refers	to	the	God	of	Israel	having	“raised	up	for	us”	a	horn	of	salvation	ἐν οἴκῳ Δαυὶδ παιδὸς αὐτοῦ	(1:69),	by	implication	a	reference	to	Jesus	(see	§	3.6.2.3);	and	(3)	according	to	2:4,	Joseph	travelled	to	the	πόλιν 
Δαυίδ	called	Bethlehem	to	register	for	the	emperor’s	census	because	he	had	descended	from	the	οἴκου καὶ πατριᾶς Δαυίδ.	This	repetitive	texture	emphasises	Jesus’	royal	genealogy	by	way	of	his	earthly	father.		
It	is	perhaps	important	to	note	that	the	primary	proclamation	of	the	angel	is	that	a	σωτήρ	has	been	born	(2:11a).	It	is	this	σωτήρ who	is	described	in	the	same	verse	as	the	χριστὸς 





highlighting	the	importance	of	this	point	for	Luke.	In	her	Magnificat	(1:47),	Mary	has	referred	to	God	as	τῷ σωτῆρί µου.	In	his	Benedictus	(1:69)	Zechariah	has	celebrated	the	fact	that	God	has	raised	up	a	κέρας σωτηρία.	The	Benedictus	repeatedly	speaks	of	God’s	acts	of	redemption,	rescue	and	salvation	(see	also	1:68,	71,	74	and	77).	The	theme	is	picked	up	again	in	narrative	unit	8	in	the	account	of	Anna	the	prophet,	who	shared	the	news	of	Jesus’	coming	with	πᾶσιν τοῖς προσδεχοµένοις λύτρωσιν Ἰερουσαλήµ	(2:38).	Consistent	with	the	predominant	use	of	prophetic	discourse	in	Luke’s	infancy	narratives,	Luke	again	on	this	occasion	uses	prophetic	rhetorolect	to	make	his	point.	In	Jesus,	a	σωτὴρ has	been	born	ὅς 
ἐστιν χριστὸς κύριος.	These	elements	in	the	text	point	to	a	close	relationship	between	God	as	Mary’s	σωτῆρί, and	to	Jesus	as	the	new	born	σωτήρ.	The	text	hereby	ascribes	honour	to	Jesus	as	the	redemptive	agent	of	God.	
The	brief	angelic	doxology	in	2:13–14	also	manifests	a	conceptual	echo	linking	it	to	the	doxologies	of	Mary	(1:46–55)	and	of	Zechariah	(1:68–79).	As	one	might	expect,	all	three	doxologies	begin	with	declarations	of	praise	to	God.	Mary	says,	Μεγαλύνει ἡ ψυχή µου τὸν 
κύριον	(1:46b),	Zechariah	declares,	Εὐλογητὸς κύριος ὁ θεὸς τοῦ Ἰσραήλ	(1:68a),	and	the	multitude	of	angels	appearing	to	the	shepherds,	praise	God	with	the	words,	δόξα ἐν ὑψίστοις 
θεῷ	(2:14a).	The	angelic	doxology	appears	to	be	a	“proclamation	of	the	results	of	the	birth	of	Jesus	rather	than	a	hymn	of	praise	directly	addressed	to	God”	(Marshall,	1978,	111).	This	again	emphasises	the	great	honour	ascribed	to	Jesus	as	God’s	σωτὴρ, the one who	is χριστὸς 
κύριος.	
















Luke	2:11	marks	a	crescendo	to	the	progressive	texture	of	the	infancy	narratives,	expressed	in	the	angel’s	declaration	that	a	σωτὴρ	has	been	born	ἐν πόλει Δαυίδ, one who	who	is	χριστὸς 
κύριος.	Luke’s	specification	of	the	locus	of	Jesus’	role	as	σωτήρ, χριστὸς	and	κύριος	as	ἐν πόλει 
Δαυίδ	also	manifests	cultural	intertexture	with	Second	Temple	Jewish	literature	that	at	times	expresses	the	expectations	for	the	coming	of	a	royal	redeemer	figure.	Once	again,	Luke	2:11	demonstrates	interesting	similarities	with	4	Ezra	in	its	manifestation	of	cultural	intertexture,	drawing	attention	to	the	way	in	which	Luke	applies	prophetic	expectations	to	Jesus	in	2:10–12	(and	in	the	related	earlier	portion	of	1:32–35).	The	oral-scribal	intertexture	also	manifested	with	1	Sam	10:19,	Isa	45:15,	21;	Wis	4:30;	1	Macc	4:30;	and	Sir	51:1	also	suggests	that	the	discourse	is	predominantly	prophetic.		
However,	other	elements	of	the	narrative	are	distinctly	apocalyptic,	including	the	reference	to	τὸ σηµεῖον in 2:12; the appearance of the ἄγγελος κυρίου who	addresses	the	shepherds	in	2:9;	followed	by	the	additional	appearance	of	πλῆθος στρατιᾶς οὐρανίου	who	declare	their	praises	to	God	in	2:13	and	14.	These	elements	suggest	that	apocalyptic	rhetorolect	is	also	included	in	the	rhetorical	blend,	even	if	the	narrative	unit	remains	predominantly	prophetic	in	tone.	
The	reference	to	the	δόξα	κυρίου	also	warrants	further	consideration.	The	narrative	of	the	shepherds’	angelic	encounter	is	in	fact	bracketed	by	references	to	the δόξα	of	the	Lord	and	of	God	in	2:9	and	14.	The	δόξα κυρίου	shines	around	the	shepherds	when	the	angel	of	the	Lord	stands	before	them	(2:9),	and	then	God	is	praised	in	the	angelic	doxology	of	2:14,	using	the	words,	δόξα ἐν ὑψίστοις θεῷ.	Marshall	(1978,	109)	holds	that	Luke	is	saying	that	the	angel	is	accompanied	by	“the	blazing	glory	which	marks	the	presence	of	the	divine”	(see	Luke	9:34;	Acts	12:7;	Ezek	1).	The	account	of	the	angelic	encounter	builds	the	narrative	up	to	the	description	of	“a	multitude	of	the	heavenly	host”	joining	the	angel	of	the	Lord,	praising	God	and	ascribing	δόξα	to	God	(1:13–14).	These	references	to	δόξα κυρίου	introduce	additional	elements	of	intertexture	into	the	narrative,	connecting	Luke’s	text	to	δόξα κυρίου	as	used	in	the	LXX.	In	the	LXX δόξα κυρίου	is	used	to	translate	 ְכּבוֹד 	from	the	HB,	which	refers	to	God’s	honour,	majesty	and	importance.	According	to	BDB,	 ְכּבוֹד 	(1906,	458)	literally	means,	God’s	“weightiness”.	Examples	include	Exod	24:16,	40:35;	1	Kgs	8:10–11;	2	Chr	7:1–3.	The	point	is	made	even	more	striking	by	the	observation	that	the	LXX	usually	translates	forms	of	 ְכּבוֹד־ְיהָוה 	into	forms	of	δόξα κυρίου,	which	is	the	same	term	used	here	in	Luke	2:9.	An	exceptional	minor	variation	is	to	be	found	in	the	LXX	of	Exod	24:16,	which	renders	 ְכּבוֹד־





κυρίος in	the	minds	of	the	LXX	translators	in	contexts	such	as	these.	The	LXX	renders	 ְכּבוֹד 













The	declaration	of	the	angel	of	the	Lord	in	Luke	2:11,	recognising	Jesus	as	σωτὴρ ὅς ἐστιν 







































































redemption	of	Israel	and	Jerusalem	referred	to	by	Simeon	and	Anna	are	to	be	located	in	Jesus’	prophetic	and	redemptive	role	as	the	σωτὴρ ὅς ἐστιν χριστὸς κύριος	for	Israel.	In	spite	of	the	tendency	to	universalise	the	relevance	of	Jesus,	and	the	tendency	to	include	others	in	the	Graeco-Roman	world	as	potential	beneficiaries	of	God’s	salvation	and	peace,	God’s	people	are	the	main	recipients	of	divine	justice.	The	dominant	use	of	prophetic	rather	than	apocalyptic	rhetorolect	suggests	that	the	reference	to	consolation	and	redemption	best	be	interpreted	prophetically	rather	than	apocalyptically.	
4.7.2.3	The	honour-shame	motif	brings	the	ideological	texture	to	a	
climax.	









































Luke	has	adopted	the	idea	of	the	subordination	of	John	to	Jesus	from	Mark’s	Gospel	as	a	primary	source.	Already	in	Mark	1:2–3,	the	author	adapts	and	applies	to	the	role	of	John,	references	from	Isa	40:3	and	Mal	3:1:	“See,	I	am	sending	my	messenger	ahead	of	you,	who	will	prepare	your	way;	the	voice	of	one	crying	out	in	the	wilderness:	prepare	the	way	of	the	Lord,	make	his	paths	straight.”	As	the	story	unfolds,	it	becomes	clear	that	Mark	understands	John’s	role	to	be	that	of	one	who	prepares	the	way	for	the	coming	of	Jesus.	In	1:10–11,	Mark	seals	the	subordination	of	John	to	Jesus	in	his	description	of	Jesus	emerging	from	the	water	after	submitting	himself	to	John’s	baptism.	He	describes	the	Spirit’s	descent	on	Jesus	in	the	likeness	of	a	dove	(1:10),	as	the	heavens	open	and	a	heavenly	voice	declares:	σὺ εἶ ὁ υἱός µου 
ὁ ἀγαπητός, ἐν σοὶ εὐδόκησα	(1:11).	Luke	takes	on	board	for	his	own	purposes	in	his	gospel,	Mark’s	reconfiguration	of	prophetic	traditions	from	the	Jewish	Scriptures.	In	turn,	Luke	then	also	interprets	Jesus	as	the	Lord	for	whom	John	prepares	the	way.	The	points	are	progressively	clarified	in	the	progressive	texture	of	Luke’s	juxtaposed	and	interwoven	infancy	narratives. 
Although	not	initially	clear,	it	is	this	progressive	texture	of	Luke’s	narrative	that	gradually	clarifies	Luke’s	narrational	subordination	of	John	to	Jesus.	The	progressive	unfolding	of	Luke’s	rhetology	explains	retrospectively	the	presence	of	earlier	elements	in	Luke’s	narrative	that	do	not	subordinate	John	to	Jesus:	(1)	Gabriel	announces	John’s	birth	to	Zechariah	his	father	rather	than	to	Elizabeth	his	mother,	but	announces	Jesus’	birth	to	Mary	his	un-wed,	and	low-honour	mother	rather	than	to	his	father	Joseph	(1:11–20;	1:26–38	–see	§	4.2.2.2).	(2)	The	birth	of	John	is	announced	in	the	temple	as	the	historical	centre	of	Israel’s	religious	life,	while	Jesus’	birth	is	announced	in	a	backwater	Galilean	village	(1:8–11;	1:26	–	see	§	4.2.2.2).	On	the	face	of	it,	both	of	these	aspects	appear	to	argue	against	the	prioritisation	of	Jesus	over	John.	They	assign	honour	to	John,	emphasising	his	importance	in	salvation	history.	However,	as	important	as	John	may	be	for	Luke,	the	progressive	texture	of	the	infancy	narratives,	read	as	a	whole,	eventually	makes	it	clear	that	John	is	subordinate	to	Jesus.	The	first	indication	of	this	subordination	motif	in	the	infancy	narratives	is	the	unborn	infant	John	leaping	in	his	mother’s	womb	when	the	pregnant	mother	of	Jesus	enters	her	home	(1:41).		













Turning	to	the	rhetorical	construction	of	Luke’s	infancy	narratives,	an	SRI	analysis	brings	to	light	the	ways	in	which	Luke	develops	the	storyline	of	his	infancy	narratives.	He	does	so	by	weaving	the	two	narrative	themes	into	one	narrational	construct.	I	have	argued	that	Luke	carefully	juxtaposes	these	two	narrative	themes.	If	my	suggestion	regarding	possible	conflict	between	the	respective	disciples	of	John	and	Jesus	is	correct,	a	possible	motivation	for	Luke	may	lie	in	a		desire	to	address	such	a	conflicted	pastoral	situation,	and	to	do	so	in	such	a	way	as	to	ascribe	honour	to	John	as	the	prophet,	who	has,	after	all,	been	called	to	an	extremely	important	task:	that	of	preparing	the	way	for	the	σωτὴρ ὅς ἐστιν χριστὸς κύριος.	At	the	same	time	the	structure	of	the	narrative	enables	Luke	to	show	that,	ultimately,	Jesus	is	the	promised	one	who	must	now	be	followed.	He	does	so	in	such	a	way	as	to	demonstrate	sensitivity	to	the	specific	relevance	of	Jesus	as	the	Lord	of	peace	to	Christians	and	potential	believers	in	the	Graeco-Roman	world.	The	juxtaposition	between	the	infancy	narratives	of	John	and	Jesus	provides	the	opportunity	for	the	ascription	of	greater	honour	to	Jesus	in	his	divinely	purposed	role	as	the	χριστὸν κυρίου. 
By	way	of	comparison,	it	is	interesting	to	note	that	in	the	Gospel	of	John,	John’s	first	encounter	with	Jesus	serves	to	highlight	the	messianic	implications	of	Luke’s	message.	In	John	1:29,	John	the	Baptist,	using	a	creedal-like	formulation,	acknowledges	Jesus	as	the	Lamb	of	God	who	takes	away	the	sin	of	the	world.	This	fits	with	the	highly	developed	Christology	of	John’s	Gospel	that	portrays	the	great	honour	ascribed	to	Jesus	as	the	χριστός.	The	honour	ascribed	to	Jesus	in	John	1:29	points	to	John	also	being	subordinated	to	Jesus	in	the	Gospel	of	John.		













Luke’s	account	of	the	birth	of	Jesus	achieves	a	rhetorically	persuasive	proclamation	of	the	birth	of	Jesus	as	the	σωτήρ who is the	χριστὸς κύριος.	The	birth	and	infancy	narrative	of	Jesus	begins	with	the	account	of	the	angel’s	announcement	to	Mary,	progresses	to	the	declarations	of	Mary’s	Magnificat,	and	this	in	turn	leads	to	the	account	of	Jesus’	birth.	The	narrative	eventually	reaches	the	point	of	the	articulation	of	the	royal	messianic	status	of	Jesus,	as	expressed	by	the	use	of	the	actual	word	χριστός	in	the	declaration	of	the	angel	to	the	shepherds	(2:11),	and	by	Simeon	in	the	temple	(2:26).	Elements	of	Luke’s	narrative	of	the	birth	of	John	also	enhance	our	understanding	of	the	nature	of	the	relationship	between	John	and	Jesus,	especially	Zechariah’s	prophetic	doxology	declaring	the	subordinate	relationship	of	his	new	born	son	John	to	Jesus	who,	by	implication,	is	the	κέρας σωτηρίας 
ἡµῖν ἐν οἴκῳ Δαυὶδ παιδὸς αὐτοῦ	(1:69). 
Luke’s	account	invites	readers	to	participate	actively	in	the	narrative,	inspired	by	the	sensory-aesthetic	texture	of	the	text	and	potentially	convinced	by	the	way	he	employs	rhetography	to	strengthen	his	argument.	The	resulting	picture	texture	inspires	and	facilitates	potential	participation	in	the	world	of	the	narrative	on	the	part	of	readers	as	the	rhetoric	implies	an	invitation	to	an	appropriate	response	on	the	part	of	readers.	The	rhetology	of	Luke’s	account	makes	a	narrational	case	for	the	importance	of	the	birth	of	Jesus	and	argues	for	the	truth	of	Luke’s	proclamation	of	Jesus	as	royal	σωτήρ,	χριστός	and	































































ἐστιν χριστὸς κύριος (2:11),	and	his	recognition	as	the	χριστὸν κυρίου	by	Simeon	(2:26).	Retrospectively,	the	reader	realises	that,	in	Luke	1:17	and	76,	Gabriel	and	Zechariah	are	declaring	that	John	will	exercise	a	preparatory	and	subordinate	role	to	Jesus.		
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